Social tagging enables librarians to partner with users to provide enhanced subject access. This paper quantifies and compares LC subject headings from each of 31 different subject divisions with user tags from Amazon.com and LibraryThing assigned to the same titles. The intersection and integration of these schemas is described and evaluated. and LibraryThing assigned to the same titles. The intersection and integration of these schemas is described and evaluated.
Introduction
Providing bibliographic access to materials and information is one of any Library's foundations. Until very recently, access was provided solely by the Library. The advent of Web 2.0 technology has now introduced the capability for interactive social networking. Some online websites provide tools for individuals and groups to assign personalized tags to books. Tagging is the process by which many users add their own keywords to shared content. As users engage in this activity and more tags are associated with a title, they are displayed in lists or tag clouds. Smith describes a tag cloud as "a method of presenting tags where the more frequently used tags are emphasized -usually in size or color. Tag clouds tell you at a glance which tags are more popular. Each tag is a link." [1] Clouds usually list terms in alphabetical order or by weighted (popular) usage. Social tagging allows readers to manage their own collections in ways that make sense to them by utilizing their own classification systems. The titles may be ones they have read or are thinking about reading; that they own or are considering buying. Librarians can also take advantage of the tagging done by users. Abram refers to "'Librarian 2.0' … who does not shy away from nontraditional cataloging and classification and chooses tagging, tag clouds, folksonomies, and user-driven content descriptions and classifications where appropriate." [2] Librarians, especially catalogers, have a long-term responsibility to provide precise subject access to readers and researchers. Social tagging is unwieldy. When these two worlds collide, courtesy of Web 2.0, can it be beneficial to catalogers and also enhance subject access for users? This article quantifies the quality of social tagging and compares it with traditional Library of Congress subject access.
Previous studies have looked at the social tagging provided by nonbibliographic sites. In 2007, Richman looked at the social tagging provided on Del.icio.us, Furl.net, Flickr and Photobucket; any web pages can be shared through the first two services, while photos are mainly shared through the latter two services. [3] Golder and Huberman described the collaborative tagging of shared website bookmarks on Del.cico.us, CiteULike, and Connotea. [4] As the social web has evolved, sites that specifically offer user tagging of books have been developed. These include Reader 2 ,
Goodreads, Shelfari, and aNobil, and LibraryThing. Some commercial websites, such as Amazon.com, allow social tagging. In this way, according to Richman, "web visitors are both consumers and producers of information." [5] The titles analyzed were the top 5 titles in each Division; the most held by library of any type in WorldCat. The Division "Unknown Classification"
was not used in any statistical analyses. For each title, this data was quantified:
• number of Holding Libraries (from WorldCat)
• number of unique LCSH headings in #a of the bibliographic record
• number of unique Amazon user tags
• number of unique LibraryThing user tags
• number of subjective tags and number of objective tags in Amazon.com
• number of subjective tags and number of objective tags in LibraryThing
For standardization purposes, the tags from the hardcover edition of the book title were used from Amazon.com. "Tags associated with this product" were counted. "Suggested tags from similar products" were not counted - 18] In this study, these tags were counted as subjective terms. Golder and Huberman refer to the lack of control in social tagging as noise: "The probability of noise in a user's result set is therefore very high. The corollary dictates that this impacts negatively upon retrieval precision, as well as limiting the ability to collocate similar or related resources. " [19] The beauty of the subject access provided by librarians who use social tagging is that they will have weeded out the "noise" that might adversely affect the users searching capabilities. Catalogers can filter out subjective tags such as "Must read" or "Hilarious" and selectively choose appropriate headings from the objective tags assigned by readers.
This study looked at the number of LC subject headings as well as the subjective (personal) and objective (topical) tags that users of Amazon and
LibraryThing assigned to the 5 most widely-held titles in each of 31 subject divisions as defined in OCLC's WorldCat Collection Analysis tool. The results from this study are presented in Table 1. 16 Cataloging Manual) recommends assigning a maximum of six subject headings per title, but LC practice is to assign no more than ten headings to a work.
[20] The average number of LC subject headings assigned to the most widely held titles in this study was 3. A subject heading was counted only if it was unique. For example, the subject heading "Smoking" was used 4 times with sub-divisions for the title Cigarette Century. For the purposes of this article, the subject heading was tallied only once.
The number of tags per title on Amazon.com and LibraryThing (both objective and subjective) will increase as more readers add the book to their Findings show that overall, 51% of the social tags are objective and 49% are subjective. However, some subject divisions differ widely from the overall total, such as Government Documents (90% objective tags) or Language, Linguistics and Literature (only 40% objective tags). This can be explained by differentiating between a collection that is likely to be held by a reader and a collection that is held by a Library. It is likelier that a greater number of readers will own or read a book that falls into the Language, Linguistics and Literature category, which includes popular novels, than a reader will own or read a report that falls into the Government Documents LibraryThing can provide objective tags known to be relevant to readers and that could be used to enhance a cataloging record.
• There was a lack of MARC tags for subjects other than topical terms.
Personal names (600 tag), corporate names (610 tag), and geographic (651 tag) subject headings were rarely used in the bibliographic records. Some of the titles analyzed are "lightweight" (perhaps popular) and may not warrant in-depth subject description. Many scientific/technical/medical/ works do not have personal, corporate or geographic components. Also, it must be recognized that some social tagging is of such a general nature that it would be hard to argue for their inclusion in a catalog record, especially in a research library setting. While they were not heavily used in social tagging, they are other important access points for a cataloger to consider.
• Older imprints (pre-2007) were not examined. Hypothetically, the quality of tagging for older titles would resemble that of 2007 imprints in the same category. Conversely, the quantity of titles in LibraryThing and Amazon.com for older imprints would decrease, although there would likely be a larger number of older titles tagged in the Language, Linguistics and Literature category than in the Government Documents category.
• Each major category in WorldCat Collection Analysis has layers of subdivisions that were not examined as part of this study. As librarians offer instructional and other outreach programs they should consider including presentations on social tagging options to participants.
Librarians at Boston University's Alumni Medical Library integrated social tagging into their instruction on the use of Medical Subject Headings (MeSH). They reported that the inclusion of social tagging in their program "provided a means to show, not tell, students about the pitfalls of natural language tagging and the benefits of controlled vocabulary." [23] Instructional programs could also demonstrate best practices for tagging options available within the Library's LMS, along with commercial resources such as LibraryThing or Amazon.com. Encouraging users to contribute to social tagging systems increases the pool of headings within these tools, particularly if the contributors are experts in academic fields.
It is also important that library search tools be broadened to support and take advantage of the use of social tagging. Library users welcome the 28 intuitive nature of social tagging. Library instruction and user support personnel could enhance library user success by teaching the adept use of social tags in research.
Social tagging can intersect with and can inform traditional subject cataloging. The perspective of the user can assist and can inform the cataloger in enhancing controlled vocabularies and access points. We are enriched by using a larger framework. Banush writes: "Catalogers who think broadly about their roles as librarians and partners in scholarly endeavors will never find themselves lacking new challenges to tackle or new ways to contribute to the intellectual life of their parent institutions." [24] By examining social tagging and using it to enhance subject access in library cataloging records we can make cataloging more inclusive and helpful to improve the overall library experience of our users. 
